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Mayor and Members of the Board of Aldermen 
Town of Coopertown 
2525 Burgess Gower Road 
Springfield, TN 37172 
 
Mayor and Members of the Board: 
 
 We have completed our investigative audit of the records of the Town of Coopertown. 
The examination focused on the period July 1, 2002, through June 30, 2003. However, when the 
examination warranted, this scope was expanded. The audit focused primarily on disbursements. 
Our audit revealed the following weaknesses: 
 
Ø For the Woods Road Paving project, bid in October 2002, the town’s files contained two 

different detailed estimates bearing the contractor’s name, one undated and one dated two 
days after bid opening. Both were significantly different from the estimate in the proposal 
section of the project contract. In regard to this project, the minutes of the October 22, 
2002, meeting of the board state that the board unanimously approved a motion “to 
accept the bid from Hulsey Road Maintenance at the negotiated price of $93,737.50.” 
(Emphasis added.) However, Tenn. Op. Atty. Gen. 99-204 states, “Generally, a bidder 
may not modify its bid after the bids have been opened.” In addition, although the signed 
contract clearly states that the contract documents comprise the entire agreement between 
the town and the contractor and that all work will be performed at the unit prices and that 
the contractor will be paid per ton or gallon “in place,” we noted the following:  

 
§ When the unit prices in the bid (proposal) section of the 

contract (Exhibit B) are multip lied by the estimated 
quantities and added, they result in an amount which is 
much smaller than the total bid price listed and accepted by 
the board. 
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§ Both the contractor’s proposal (Exhibit A) and the invoice 
issued by the contractor and paid by the town (Exhibit C) 
include labor and equipment charges of $10,000 for 
applying leveling material which were not listed separately 
in the contract proposal (Exhibit B).  

 
§ The invoice issued by the contractor (Exhibit C) charges 

the resurfacing (DBST) as a lump-sum amount rather than 
as a product of actual materials used at the unit price bid  as 
specified in the contract (Exhibit B).  

 
§ The invoice (Exhibit C) includes a lump-sum charge for the  

paving of 517 feet of Ewell Elliott Road which is not part 
of the proposal in the contract documents (Exhibit B).  

 
To help ensure that every prospective bidder, in making the choice to bid or not to bid, 
has access to the same project information, town officials should not allow a bidder to 
modify a bid after the bids have been opened. To ensure that all prospective bidders are 
treated fairly, new information should be incorporated into the project description and the 
bidding format and the project should be rebid.  
 
In addition, to fulfill their responsibility to safeguard pub lic funds, town officials should 
ensure that contract documents accurately reflect the bid specifications and the town’s 
agreement with the contractor, and that the contractor’s invoice reflects the pricing 
structure required by the bid and the contract.  

 
Ø In August of 2002, road maintenance for the town was bid as three separate contracts. 

Three firms each bid on all three contracts. However, the mayor and board did not award 
the contracts to the bidder whose price was the lowest on most items. The town’s 
purchasing policy allows the town to “accept that bid . . . which in the judgment of the 
governing body is in the best interest of the city.” However, the mayor and board of 
aldermen’s reasons for accepting a bid other than the lowest were not documented in the 
town’s records. The Internal Control and Compliance Manual for Tennessee 
Municipalities, Title 1, Chapter 1, Section 4, requires that municipal officials ensure that 
complete minutes of actions taken by the legislative body are recorded. We recommend  
that the town adequately document and maintain in the town’s files an explanation if the 
lowest bid is not selected. 

 
Ø There was no documentation that approval of the board of aldermen was obtained for the 

purchase of a used vehicle for police work until after the purchase was made. Section 1 of 
the town’s purchasing policy states: 
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Purchases of $2,500 or more, which do not require public 
advertising and sealed bids or proposals, may be allowed 
only. . . when such purchases are approved by the 
governing body. . . . 
 

To comply with the town’s purchasing policy, the mayor, as purchasing agent, should 
ensure that he obtains and documents the approval of the board of aldermen in advance 
before making any purchase which requires such approval. 

 
Ø There was no documentation that approval of the board of aldermen was obtained for an 

emergency project costing more than $2,500. Section 1 of the town’s purchasing policy 
states: 
 

Purchases of $2,500 or more, which do not require public 
advertising and sealed bids or proposals, may be allowed 
only under the following circumstances. . . . Emergency 
expenditures with subsequent approval of the governing 
body. 

 
When emergency contracts are required, officials should ensure that the approval of the 
board of mayor and aldermen is obtained as required by the town’s purchasing policy and 
documented.  

 
Ø Similarly, a right-of-way mowing contract bid for 2001-2002 as a “continuing” contract, 

was extended through 2002-2003. The contract stated, “The term . . . may be extended for 
up to twelve (12) months . . . with the consent and agreement of the Town and 
Contractor.” However, there was no documentation that the extension was addressed by 
the mayor and board of aldermen. To ensure that all work paid for by the town is properly 
authorized, we recommend that the mayor and board document in the minutes of their 
meetings approval of all extensions of existing contracts when those extensions are 
allowed by the contract.  

 
Ø Town personnel used and repaired at town expense a piece of donated equipment. 

However, the donation was not documented in the town’s records. In addition, when, the 
donated equipment subsequently became unusable, it was returned to the donor, and the 
disposal was not documented. The Internal Control and Compliance Manual for 
Tennessee Municipalities, Title 1, Chapter 4, Section 2, requires that all fixed assets be 
identified and recorded and that the record include disposal information. We recommend 
that all donations be documented in the town’s records and that town personnel dispose 
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of donated items independently of the donor and adequately document the disposal in the 
town’s records.  

 
Ø Documentation for some disbursements was not on file, and some claims for local 

mileage did not provide sufficient information for certain entries to allow a determination 
of whether the amount was reasonable. The Internal Control and Compliance Manual for 
Tennessee Municipalities, Title 2, Chapter 2, Section 4, states, “NOTE: All 
disbursements, regardless of the accounting procedures, must be supported by invoices, 
cash tickets or other adequate supporting documentation.” We recommend that 
supporting documentation be maintained for all purchases and mileage reimbursements. 
Town officials should ensure that the town does not pay any request for reimbursement  
which does not include adequate supporting documentation. 

 
 If you have any questions concerning the above, please contact me. 
 
      Sincerely, 
 
 
 
      Dennis F. Dycus, CPA, CFE, Director 
      Division of Municipal Audit 
 
DFD/RAD 
 
Attachments:  Exhibits A, B & C 
 
 



Exhibit A 
 

 
                 
$10,000 separate charge    
not shown in contract                                                             $44,000 
                                                                                                   22,000 gal. = $2 gal.



Exhibit B 



Exhibit C 
 

 
 
 
$10,000 separate charge    
not shown in contract   



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


